This study examines the relationship between interreligious contact and negative attitudes toward the religious outgroup among minority Christians and majority Muslims in Indonesia. It answers two research questions: Does interreligious contact reduce negative outgroup attitudes equally for minority Christians and majority Muslims? Are mediation by perceived group threat and moderation by perceived discrimination equally important for religious minorities and majorities? The analysis is based on unique survey data collected from among Christian and Muslim students in Ambon (the Moluccas) and Yogyakarta (central Java). Results show that a higher quantity of interreligious contact reduces negative outgroup attitudes among majority Muslims but not among minority Christians. However, the quality of contact reduces negative attitudes regardless of relative group size. Perceived group threat is an important mediator of the contact-attitude relationship and is equally so for Christians and Muslims. Findings suggest that perceived discrimination does not affect the relationship between interreligious contact and negative attitudes.
than half a century ago by sociologist Robin Williams (1947) and social psychologist Gordon Allport (1954) . Numerous cross-sectional, longitudinal, and experimental studies have shown a robust, highly significant negative relationship between intergroup contact and prejudice, referred to as a positive contact effect (Pettigrew et al. 2011; Pettigrew and Tropp 2006) .
Despite strong evidence for the contact hypothesis, most previous research has been limited by its dominant focus on racial or ethnic groups in Western countries. Noteworthy exceptions are studies of Protestants and Catholics in Northern Ireland (Hewstone et al. 2006; Paolini et al. 2004 ), Muslims and Hindus in Bangladesh (Islam and Hewstone 1993) and India (Tausch, Hewstone, and Roy 2009) , and ethnic groups in South Africa (for an overview, see Pettigrew 2010) . One of the main findings of these studies is that intergroup contact, in particular the quality of contact, reduces negative attitudes toward the outgroup, even in contexts characterized by a high level of segregation and limited intergroup interaction (Swart et al. 2010 ). This study contributes to the growing research on this issue by focusing on ethnically and religiously diverse regions of Indonesia, namely, Ambon (the Moluccas) and Yogyakarta (central Java), where social cleavages exist along religious lines.
Even more important, previous research has focused almost exclusively on the effects of intergroup contact on attitudes of majority group members toward minorities, mainly on attitudes of whites toward blacks in the United States (Pettigrew and Tropp 2006) . The exceptions are studies that have examined the effects of interracial or interethnic contact exclusively among minorities (Ellison and Powers 1994; Powers and Ellison 1995; Swart et al. 2011; Tropp et al. 2012) . However, by focusing exclusively on minorities, these studies tell us little about the plausible differential role of intergroup contact among minorities and majorities. In this study, we will therefore consider interreligious relations between religious minorities and majorities.
Equally important, yet insufficiently studied, are questions about mediators and moderators of contact effects among minorities and majorities. Previous research has identified a number of mechanisms that explain the contact-attitude relationship, the reduction of intergroup anxiety and perception of group threat being particularly important (Pettigrew and Tropp 2008) . However, there is little evidence as to whether these well-established mediators for majority group members are equally valuable for minorities.
Likewise, little is known about the processes that contribute to weaker contact effects among minority as compared to majority group members (Tropp and Pettigrew 2005) . It has been suggested that minorities perceive and experience intergroup contact more negatively than majorities, which in turn undermines the influence of intergroup contact among them (Tropp 2007) . However, to our knowledge, only one study by Tropp (2007) among whites and blacks in the United States has examined this issue empirically. Our study provides further insights into the moderating role of perceived discrimination for religious minorities and majorities.
This study provides answers to the following research questions:
Research Question 1: Does interreligious contact reduce negative attitudes toward the religious outgroup equally for the Christian minority and the Muslim majority? Research Question 2: Is mediation by perceived group threat and moderation by perceived discrimination equally important for religious minorities and majorities?
This investigation relies on unique survey data, collected by the authors themselves, which includes large numbers of Christians and Muslims, alternating in majority and minority position, differing in power and status, and involved in specific histories of religious conflicts. This innovative design provides opportunities to test the hypotheses more rigorously, specifically among religious majority and minority groups and in different geographic regions, where group status and intergroup relations are reversed.
Research Setting
Indonesia's 238 million people are composed of about 87.2 percent Muslims, 7.0 percent Protestants, 2.9 percent Catholics, and 1.7 percent Hindus (Statistics Indonesia 2010). Christians and Muslims are not equally distributed across the country. For example, in the two regions in which we conducted the surveys, Christians account for 9 percent of the population in Yogyakarta but 60 percent in Ambon, the capital of the Moluccas province (Statistics Indonesia 2011); Muslims account for 90 percent and 39 percent, respectively.
The religious groups also differ in terms of socioeconomic status and political influence. Muslims, who in Indonesia enjoy political power, have lower socioeconomic status on average than Christians, who are a minority group with little political power. The situation is partially reversed in Ambon, where Muslims are a minority group (albeit a rather large one) and on a local level have lower socioeconomic status and no more political influence than Christians. As a consequence of these differences, both groups compete with each other over economic resources such as land, employment, and political power and feel threatened when resources are scarce. This is particularly true in Moluccas province, which is one of the poorest in Indonesia and has experienced large internal flows of Muslim migration in recent decades (Sidel 2008 
Interreligious Contact and MinorityMajority Relations
Although the contact hypothesis started from and was dominated by research on ethnic and racial groups, there has been some evidence that intergroup contact reduces outgroup negativity beyond ethnic and racial contexts-toward religious outgroups (Hewstone et al. 2006; Paolini et al. 2004) , homosexuals (Herek and Capitanio 1996; Schmid et al. 2012) , the mentally ill (Desforges et al. 1991) , and the homeless (Lee et al. 2004 ).
According to Allport (1954) , for intergroup contact to reduce outgroup negativity, four conditions must be present: (1) contact is of equal status, (2) common goals are being pursued by group members, (3) there is intergroup cooperation, and (4) there is institutional support from authorities, laws, norms, customs, and so on. However, recent meta-analyses by Pettigrew and Tropp (2006) have shown that although Allport's conditions facilitate the positive contact effect, they are not necessary. In line with this argument, it has been shown that while both the quantity and quality of intergroup contact reduce negative attitudes toward the outgroup, the quality of contact is particularly important (Pettigrew et al. 2011; Pettigrew and Tropp 2006) . This is because high-quality intergroup contact, such as in intergroup friendships, is more likely to meet most of Allport's conditions, namely, to be equal status and involve common goals and intergroup cooperation, which facilitate the positive effects of intergroup contact. Consistent with previous research, we also expect the quantity of interreligious contact to reduce negative attitudes toward the religious outgroup among Christians and Muslims in Indonesia (Hypothesis 1a). In addition, we expect the quality of contact to reduce negative attitudes toward the religious outgroup more than the quantity of contact (Hypothesis 1b).
Does interreligious contact reduce negative attitudes toward the religious outgroup equally among the Christian minority and the Muslim majority? It could be argued, purely on a numerical basis, that minorities are forced into contact with majorities more than the reverse. This ''forced'' contact may be less beneficial for minorities than for majorities in terms of the conditions proposed by Allport (1954) , that is, because it is not of equal status or cooperative. Because of these wider opportunities to meet, minority group members may be also more susceptible to negative intergroup contact. It has recently been shown that negative intergroup contact is a much stronger predictor for outgroup attitudes than positive intergroup contact, suggesting that negative encounters could dominate experiences of intergroup contact among minorities (Barlow et al. 2012; Paolini, Harwood, and Rubin 2010) . This could apply to the Christian minority in Yogyakarta-where Muslims are in the majority-but also in Ambon, where Muslims are a minority group, albeit a large one.
In line with these arguments, several studies on racial and ethnic groups in the United States (Tropp 2007) , Europe (Binder et al. 2009 ), and South Africa (Finchilescu 1988; Swart et al. 2010) have shown that the positive effect of intergroup contact is indeed smaller for minorities and/or low-status group members as compared to majorities and/or high-status group members (for the same conclusion, also see the metaanalysis by Tropp and Pettigrew 2005) . Based on the foregoing observations, we hypothesize that the quantity and quality of interreligious contact reduce negative attitudes toward the religious outgroup more among the Muslim majority than the Christian minority (Hypotheses 2a and 2b).
Perceived Group Threat and Perceived Discrimination
In previous contributions, an important mechanism has been proposed to explain the contact-attitude relationship via the perception of threat (McLaren 2003; Savelkoul et al. 2011; Schlueter and Scheepers 2010) . The idea that perceived group threat increases negative attitudes toward the outgroup is a fundamental premise of realistic group conflict theories (Blalock 1967; Bobo 1999; Coser 1956; Scheepers, Gijsberts, and Coenders 2002) . Two types of perceived threat are commonly distinguished: realistic threats to a group's power, resources, and general welfare versus symbolic threats to a group's religion, values, and belief systems (Stephan, Ybarra, and Morrison 2008) . Researchers have argued and shown that intergroup contact reduces perceptions of group threat by weakening concerns about access to valued resources and differences in norms and values and therefore reduces negative attitudes toward the outgroup (McLaren 2003; Schlueter and Scheepers 2010; Stephan et al. 2002) .
However, because previous research has exclusively focused on majority group members, little has been discovered as to whether the reduction of perceived group threat is equally important for minorities (Tropp and Pettigrew 2005) . The exceptions are recent studies that have examined the mediating role of perceived group threat and/or intergroup anxiety among ethnic and racial groups in Europe (Binder et al. 2009 ), South Africa (Swart et al. 2010 (Swart et al. , 2011 , India (Tausch et al. 2009) , and the United States (Stephan et al. 2002) . Binder et al. (2009) found nonsignificant contact effects as well as nonsignificant mediation by intergroup anxiety for ethnic minority group members. Swart et al. (2010) have shown that while intergroup anxiety reduction is an important mechanism for explaining the contact-attitude relationship for both majority and minority group members, its influence is weaker among minorities than among majorities (for a longitudinal account of mediation via intergroup anxiety for minorities, see also Swart et al. 2011) . Finally, Tausch et al. (2009) have shown that while intergroup anxiety is equally predictive of prejudice for majority Hindus and minority Muslims in India, the relative importance of realistic and symbolic threat is moderated by group membership, such that symbolic, but not realistic, threat predicted prejudice for majority Hindu respondents and realistic, but not symbolic, threat predicted prejudice among minority Muslims. These studies suggest that well-established mediators for the contact-attitude relationship may work differently according to group size.
This study extends our knowledge by examining the mediating role of perceived group threat among the Christian minority and the Muslim majority in Indonesia. Specifically, we estimate the model for mediated moderation, which combines the processes of mediation by perceived group threat and moderation by group size, to account for differential effects of interreligious contact on negative outgroup attitudes (Muller, Judd, and Yzerbyt 2005) . To start with, based on the previous research, we expect perceived group threat to mediate the relationship between the quantity and quality of interreligious contact and negative attitudes toward the religious outgroup (Hypothesis 3a). However, given the suggested weaker effect of interreligious contact on minorities than on majorities in earlier studies, we expect either the relationship between interreligious contact and perceived group threat and/or the relationship between perceived group threat and negative outgroup attitudes to be weaker for minorities than majorities. Based on the foregoing considerations, we hypothesize that the mediating role of perceived group threat will be stronger for the Muslim majority than for the Christian minority (Hypothesis 3b).
In addition, we study whether and to what extent perceived discrimination moderates the relationship between interreligious contact and negative outgroup attitudes among religious majority and minority group members. Researchers have argued and shown that minority group members are likely to experience intergroup contact less positively than majority group members (Shelton 2000; Sigelman and Welch 1993; Stephan et al. 2002; Swart et al. 2010; Tropp 2007; Verkuyten, Thijs, and Bekhuis 2010) . Minorities fear becoming a target for discrimination and are more aware of their inferior status, which often remains unaltered beyond the contact setting, all of which may reduce the intergroup contact effect among minorities more than majorities (Swart et al. 2010; Tredoux and Finchilescu 2007) . Sigelman and Welch (1993) have reported that while whites perceived their contact with blacks in the United States to be smooth and congenial, blacks felt their contact with whites was hostile. Moreover, it has been shown that while perceived discrimination plays an important role in predicting the interracial attitudes of the black minority, it does not affect the interracial attitudes of the white majority in the United States (Monteith and Spicer 2000; Tropp 2007 ).
It could be argued that the Christian minority in Indonesia may perceive themselves to be and actually be a target of discrimination because of their smaller size and little political influence relative to Muslims. Muslims, as a majority, have no reason to perceive discrimination; certainly not in Indonesia, where many recent laws introduced by the Indonesian government, even those aiming at reducing religious tensions, have contributed to the marginalization of religious minorities (Human Rights Watch 2013; Salim 2008) . We therefore hypothesize that perceived discrimination increases negative attitudes toward the religious outgroup (Hypothesis 4a). Furthermore, as earlier research has suggested that perceived discrimination is often a defining feature of intergroup relations for minorities but not for majorities, and that it is likely to worsen minority group members' attitudes toward majorities (Monteith and Spicer 2000; Tropp 2007 ), we expect the relationship between perceived discrimination and negative attitudes to be stronger among the Christian minority than the Muslim majority (Hypothesis 4b).
We expect this higher perception of discrimination among minorities to mar experiences of intergroup contact for minority group members, reducing its positive effect, but not for majority group members. We, therefore, hypothesize that perceived discrimination reduces the relationship between the quantity and quality of interreligious contact and negative outgroup attitudes more for the Christian minority than for the Muslim majority (Hypothesis 5a).
Finally, we consider whether the same pattern of findings emerges for both quantity and quality of contact. It could be argued that the perception of discrimination is less important in relation to quality than to quantity. One reason for this expectation is that quality of contact is to a large extent influenced by individual preferences (McPherson, SmithLovin, and Cook 2001; Sigelman et al. 1996) , implying that high-quality intergroup contact, such as intergroup friendship, is more resistant to the perception of discrimination. Another reason is that high-quality contact is likely to meet all of Allport's (1954) conditions for the positive contact effect, namely, equality, common goals, and cooperation, and as such increases a positive experience of intergroup contact, which in turn reduces negative attitudes toward the outgroup (Johnson and Jacobson 2005; Pettigrew et al. 2011; Powers and Ellison 1995; Sigelman and Welch 1993; Tropp 2007) . Based on the foregoing, we hypothesize that moderation by perceived discrimination is weaker for the quality than for the quantity of contact (Hypothesis 5b).
METHODS

Sample
The analysis is based on the survey data Ethno-Religious Conflicts in Indonesia (Sterkerns et al. 2014) . The survey was specifically designed and executed to study individual and contextual determinants of ethno-religious conflicts, ranging from negative attitudes toward the outgroup to support for ethno-religious violence. It includes a wide variety of measures for ethnic and religious identification, beliefs, practices, perceived group threat, discrimination, and political activism, namely, support for protest and violence on behalf of the religious ingroup.
The survey provides an excellent opportunity to examine the contact hypothesis. It includes large numbers of Christians and Muslims, alternating in majority and minority position at both the local and national level, differing in power and status, and involved in specific histories of religious conflicts. In addition, it includes rich information about the quantity and quality of interreligious contact in various settings, for example, classrooms and neighborhoods. Most previous research has focused on specific types of intergroup contact (e.g., friendship) in a single setting (e.g., school). By including different types of intergroup contact and settings, this study provides a better understanding of the intergroup contact effect among minorities and majorities.
The sample used in this study was collected from second-and third-year undergraduate students in public and denominational universities in the cities of Ambon (the Moluccas) and Yogyakarta (central Java). We deliberately selected public and denominational universities to ensure a sufficient number of Christian and Muslim students in each region. In each university, a random sample of 250 students was drawn from humanities, natural sciences, and medical sciences departments, resulting in a total of 1,500 respondents. The response rate was 63.1 percent in Ambon city and 55.3 percent in Yogyakarta (Sterkens et al. 2014 ). The analysis was restricted to male and female students who reported to be either Muslim or Christian (98.8 percent) and had valid observations on the variables included in the analysis (N = 1,225).
Measures of Dependent and Independent Variables
Negative attitudes toward the religious outgroup were measured by three negative statements adapted from Sterkens and Anthony (2008) with answers ranging from 1 = totally disagree to 5 = totally agree: ''Christians (Muslims) only talk about doing good deeds without practicing them,'' ''When it comes to religion, Christians (Muslims) are less tolerant,'' and ''Christians (Muslims) are often the cause of religious conflict.'' Exploratory factor analysis indicated a one-factor structure; the items were therefore averaged to form a reliable index: negative outgroup attitudes (Christians, a = .79; Muslims, a = .81). Higher scores indicate stronger negative attitudes. The mean comparison showed that there is no overall difference between Christians (M = 2.70, SD = .88) and Muslims (M = 2.72, SD = .87) in the extent to which they reported having negative attitudes toward the outgroup, t(1,223) = 2.50, p = .62.
The respondents were asked about various types of interreligious contacts in different social settings (e.g., university, neighborhood). Building on previous research, we distinguished between quantity and quality of interreligious contact (Binder et al. 2009; Tropp 2007) .
Quantity of contact was measured by three variables with answers ranging from 1 = never to 6 = several times a day. The first variable was, ''In the past year, how often did you have contact with Christians (Muslims) as neighbors?'' Two other variables were the same, except that they referred to the frequency of interreligious contact with classmates and people living in the same house or dormitory building. Exploratory factor analysis yielded a one-factor structure; the variables were therefore averaged to form a reliable index (Christians: a = .72; Muslims: a = .79). Higher values indicate more frequent interreligious contact. Christians reported on average having significantly more frequent interreligious contact (M = 4.07, SD = 1.69) than Muslims (M = 2.99, SD = 1.81), t(1,223) = 10.66, p \ .001, Cohen's d = .62, which indicates a medium effect size as defined by Cohen (1988) .
Quality of contact was measured by sixteen items using five-point ordinal scales. The items referred to four aspects of the quality of contact, namely: goodness, closeness, equality, and cooperativeness (Allport 1954; Pettigrew and Tropp 2006) . For example, the four variables for interreligious contact with neighbors were: ''How would you rate your contact with Christians (Muslims) as neighbors?'' on a scale ranging from 1 = very negative to 5 = very positive; ''How close are you to your Christian (Muslim) neighbors?'' on a scale ranging from 1 = not close at all to 5 = very close; ''How equal would you say you are to your Christian (Muslim) neighbors?'' on a scale ranging from 1 = not equal at all to 5 = very equal; and ''How much do you cooperate with your Christian (Muslim) neighbors?'' on a scale ranging from 1 = do not cooperate at all to 5 = cooperate a lot. As in the case of quantity of contact, the questions were repeated for other types of contact (i.e., friends, classmates, dorm mates). Factor analysis with an oblimin rotation indicated a three-factor structure: goodness, closeness/cooperativeness, and equality. However, because the factors were highly correlated (.59 \ r \ .76), they were averaged to form a reliable index (Christians a = .93; Muslims a = .97). Higher scores indicate higher quality of interreligious contact. Interestingly, the mean comparison showed that the Christian minority have significantly higher quality of interreligious contact (M = 4.05, SD = .55) than the Muslim majority (M = 3.57, SD = .85), t(1,111) = 11.52, p \ .001, Cohen's d = .65, again a medium effect size (Cohen 1988) . A possible explanation for our finding could be that the Christian minority has much greater opportunity for interreligious contact than the Muslim majority and can thus select more favorable contacts from this larger pool and thereby end up with more favorable evaluations of them.
Perceived group threat was measured by nine items, with answers ranging from 1 = totally disagree to 5 = totally agree, such as, ''I am worried that job prospects for members of my religious group will decline due to the presence of other religious groups,'' ''I am worried that security in my university will decline due to the presence of students of other religious groups,'' and ''I am afraid that customs of my religious group will be lost due to the presence of other religious groups'' (see Appendix A for the full list of items). These variables have been successfully used in other studies to measure the perceived group threat posed by ethnic minority groups (Gijsberts, Hagendoorn, and Scheepers 2004; Scheepers et al. 2002; Schneider 2008) . The factor analysis indicated one factor; we therefore averaged the items to form a reliable index (Christians and Muslims a = .92). Higher scores indicate stronger perceived group threat. Muslims perceived significantly more group threat (M = 2.51, SD = .77) than Christians (M = 2.35, SD = .75), t(1,158) = 23.58, p \ .001, although in terms of the effect size the difference between means was negligible (Cohen's d = .21).
Perceived discrimination was measured by 17 items adapted from Fox (2000a Fox ( , 2000b ) that refer to different types of discrimination, namely, economic (i.e., labor market), political (i.e., freedom of expression), cultural (i.e., celebration of group ceremonies), and religious (i.e., building places of worship) (see Appendix A). The factor analysis indicated a onefactor structure; we therefore averaged the variables to form a reliable index ranging from 1 = totally disagree to 5 = totally agree (Christians a = .96; Muslims a = .93). A higher score indicates stronger perceived discrimination. Christian respondents generally perceived significantly more group discrimination (M = 2.32, SD = .81) than Muslim respondents (M = 2.23, SD = .64), t(979) = 2.10, p \ .05, Cohen's d = .12 indicating a small effect size.
We also controlled for demographic and socioeconomic factors that might influence the contact-attitude relationship (Coenders and Scheepers 1998; Dixon 2006; Powers and Ellison 1995) : religious group (Muslim = 1), gender (male = 1), parental education (0 = none, 1 = primary, 2 = secondary, and 3 = tertiary), and conflict region (Ambon = 1). Ranges, means, and standard deviations of responses to the measures of dependent, independent, and control variables are presented in Table 1 . Table 2 shows the results of the multivariate regression analysis, which assesses the associations between the quantity and quality of interreligious contact, perceived group threat, and negative outgroup attitudes. Model 1a includes the quantity of interreligious contact; Model 1b adds the quality of interreligious contact. Models 2a and 2b add two-way interactions between majority status and the quantity and quality of interreligious contact, respectively.
Analyses
Model 3a examines the mediation by perceived group threat, and Model 3b examines mediated moderation, which combines the processes of mediation by perceived group threat and moderation by majority status, respectively (Muller et al. 2005) . The advantage of estimating a mediated moderation model is that it indicates whether the smaller contact-attitude relationship of the Christian minority in relation to that of the Muslim majority is due to differences in the association between the quantity and/or quality of contact and perceived group threat, association between group threat and negative attitudes, or both (Binder et al. 2009) . Table 4 presents the relationships between the quantity and quality of interreligious contact and perceived discrimination on the one hand and negative attitudes toward the religious outgroup on the other hand. Because Hypotheses 4b through 5b are formulated from a minority perspective, we include minority status (vs. majority status) in the analyses. Table 4 , Model 4a includes perceived discrimination; Model 4b adds interaction between perceived discrimination and minority status. Models 5a and 5b test for three-way interactions between perceived discrimination, minority status, and the quantity and quality of contacts, respectively. In all models, we mean centered the continuous variables and included gender, parental education, and conflict region to control for potential effects of individual and contextual variables. ). The quality of contact coefficient is not only statistically significant but also meaningful in size. For example, having good quality contact with religious outgroups decreases negative attitudes toward these outgroups by one point (4 3 [-.247] = 2.988), which is a substantial reduction on a scale ranging from 1 to 5. The quality of contact is not only more strongly related to negative attitudes than the quantity of contact, but also when it is taken into account, a significant relationship between the quantity of contact and negative attitudes disappears, in line with Hypothesis 1b, and at the expense of Hypothesis 1a. These results suggest that students with high-quality contact are more likely to have both a high quantity of contact and reduced negative outgroup attitudes, suggesting that the relationship between the quantity of contact and attitudes is spurious. However, because we rely on crosssectional data, we cannot exclude another scenario; namely, that the quantity of contact increases the quality of contact, which in turn reduces negative attitudes toward the outgroup. In line with Hypothesis 2a, Table 2 , Model 2a shows that the quantity of interreligious contact is a stronger and yet only marginally significant predictor for negative attitudes among the Muslim majority than among the Christian minority (Model 2a: b = 2.053, p = .07). The relationship between the quantity of interreligious contact and negative outgroup attitudes is so much weaker for the Christian minority than for the Muslim majority that it does not reach statistical significance in the former group (Model 2a: b = .016, p = .49).
RESULTS
3 Contrary to Hypothesis 2b, there is no evidence for a significant interaction between the quality of contact and relative group size however. In sum, these results suggest that while the quantity of contact reduces negative attitudes more for the Muslim majority than for the Christian minority, high-quality contact decreases outgroup negativity regardless of the religion, namely, the relative group size. 4 To see whether our conclusions are sensitive to the use of the one-dimensional measure for quality of contact, we re-ran analyses reported in Table 2 (Models 1-2) using a tridimensional measure. Out of the three dimensions for quality of contact, only goodness of contact predicts lower negative attitudes toward the religious outgroup (cf. Table 2 , Model 1b), and this is regardless of relative group size (cf. Table 2, Model 2b). We also found some evidence that equality of contact is a significantly stronger predictor for negative attitudes among the Muslim majority than among the Christian minority (Table 2, Model 2b). In fact, the relationship between the equality of contact and negative attitudes does not reach statistical significance for the Christian minority. (Muller et al., 2005) . Specifically, the interaction between perceived group threat and majority status is not statistically significant, implying no difference in the relationship between perceived group threat and negative outgroup attitudes between the Christian minority and the Muslim majority. There is also no evidence for a significant interaction effect between the quantity of contact and majority status on perceived group threat (Table 3 , Model 3b).
Our last set of hypotheses is concerned with the role of perceived group discrimination. Table 4 , Model 4a clearly shows that perceived group discrimination increases negative attitudes toward the religious outgroup (Model 4a: b = .264, p \ .001), in line with Hypothesis 4a. Contrary to Hypothesis 4b, the positive relationship between perceived discrimination and negative attitudes is significantly weaker for the Christian minority than for the Muslim majority (Model 4b: b = 2.155, p = .02). 5 Table 4 , Models 5a and 5b present the results of two-and threeway interactions between the quantity and quality of contact, minority status (at the country level), and perceived discrimination. The only (marginally) significant two-way interaction is the one between the quantity of contact and minority status, namely, being Christian, which shows that while high quantity contact predicts lower negative outgroup attitudes among the Muslim majority (Model 5a: b = 2.034, p = .09), it has no significant association with negative outgroup attitudes among the Christian minority (b = .02 [.054 1 (2.034)], p = .37). Taken together with our previous findings for the quantity of contact and majority status, namely, being Muslim (cf. results suggest that the quantity of contact is not related to negative outgroup attitudes among the Christian minority. In contrast to Hypotheses 5a and 5b, none of the three-way interactions reach statistical significance, suggesting that the relationships between the quantity and quality of interreligious contact and negative attitudes toward the religious outgroup are not affected by perceived discrimination, and this is equally the case for Christians and Muslims.
In this study, relative group size (majority vs. minority for Muslims and Christians respectively) refers to the country level, but the groups alternated in size and power relations at the local level. In order to see whether the patterns found for Muslims and Christians differ according to research location, we re-ran all analyses separately for each region (Tables B1-B3 , Appendix B). Interestingly, the results reveal the same pattern in both regions; quantity of contact has no significant influence on negative outgroup attitudes, while quality contact reduces negative outgroup attitudes, regardless of the relative group size at the local level (Table  B1 ). Perceived group threat is an important mediator of the contact-attitude relationship equally for Christians and Muslims in both regions (Table B1 and B2) . Finally, in both locations, perceived group discrimination increases negative attitudes, less strongly among Christians than Muslims, although this interaction is nonsignificant in Ambon (Table B3) .
CONCLUSION
Four major conclusions can be drawn from this study, each of which will be discussed in turn. First, in line with the first two hypotheses, our results show that both higher quantity and quality of contact reduce negative attitudes toward the religious outgroup. Quality of contact is not only more strongly related to negative outgroup attitudes than quantity, but it also explains the effect of the latter: the relationship between quantity of contact and negative outgroup attitudes is reduced to insignificance once quality of contact is taken into account. This conclusion is in line with previous studies that showed that high-quality intergroup contact is particularly helpful in reducing negative attitudes toward the outgroup (Pettigrew et al. 2011; Pettigrew and Tropp 2006) . Second, there is some evidence that a higher quantity of interreligious contact reduces negative outgroup attitudes more strongly among the Muslim majority than the Christian minority (Hypothesis 2a). Contrary to our expectations, however, we find that high-quality contact reduces negative outgroup attitudes as effectively among the Muslim majority as among the Christian minority.
Unlike most previous research, our measure for the quality of interreligious contact meets two out of four of Allport's (1954) conditions for optimal contact effect, namely, equality and cooperation. We show that when meeting these conditions, interreligious contact is equally beneficial for minority and majority group members. This finding has an important policy implication: if intergroup contact is to benefit minority group members, efforts should be made to increase conditions for optimal intergroup contact.
Third, this study corroborates previous research in that it shows that perceived group threat is an important mediator of the relationship between quality of contact and negative attitudes (Hypothesis 3a). Contrary to our Hypothesis 3b, however, there is no evidence that the mediation by perceived group threat varies between minority and majority group members. That is, we do not find that a higher quantity of contact reduces the perception of threat more strongly among the Muslim majority than among the Christian minority. Neither is there evidence that perceived group threat is more strongly related to negative attitudes among Muslims than Christians. Moreover, the fact that perceived group threat explains only part of the relationship between the quality of interreligious contact and negative attitudes suggests that other mechanisms, namely, increased knowledge about the outgroup, empathy with the outgroup, and reduction of intergroup anxiety, are important as well.
Finally, our results show that perceived discrimination increases negative attitudes toward the religious outgroup, which supports Hypothesis 4a. Contrary to Hypothesis 4b, however, perceived discrimination predicts negative outgroup attitudes less among Christians than among Muslims, nationally and in Yogyakarta. In Ambon, we find the same pattern, but the interaction effect between perceived discrimination and minority status is not significant. While in most previous studies majority group members tend to enjoy high status, which corresponds to their achieved or ascribed power position (e.g., whites in the United States), numerical size does not equate to power and status in Indonesia. It could be that the lower socioeconomic status of Muslims as compared to Christians makes the former more susceptible to perceived discrimination, despite their numerical dominance and political power. Future research should investigate whether and to what extent differences in status, power, and group size contribute to the differential role of perceived discrimination among minorities and majorities. Surprisingly, however, perceived discrimination does not affect the relationship between the quantity and quality of interreligious contact and negative outgroup attitudes for either Christians or Muslims.
Interestingly, additional analyses reveal the same pattern of findings in the two research locations. Taken together with our previous conclusions, these results suggest again, in very different locations among very different (religious) groups, that high-quality contact can be particularly important for reducing negative attitudes toward the outgroup, regardless of relative group size and history of (hostile) intergroup relations.
A limitation of this study is that the analyses have been done on crosssectional data. Although we argue that high-quality contact reduces negative attitudes toward the religious outgroup, because we rely on cross-sectional data, we cannot exclude the reverse scenario, namely, that people with more negative attitudes toward the religious outgroup are less likely to have high-quality contact. The meta-analytic evidence by Pettigrew and Tropp (2006) has shown that the effects of intergroup contact are robust and remain strong even in more rigorous studies using longitudinal or experimental design. Likewise, our conclusion that the relationship between quantity of contact and outgroup attitudes is spurious warrants caution, as we cannot exclude the possibility of different causal scenarios for the relationship between the quantity and quality of contact and outgroup attitudes.
Another limitation of this study is its focus on the student population in two regions of Indonesia. While this limits the generalizability of our results, there was an important reason for choosing students. While in Western countries, students tend to be relatively tolerant in their attitudes and behaviors, Indonesian students are generally more conservative and often engage in radical behaviors such as religious protest and even intercommunal violence (Noorhaidi 2005; Sidel 2006 ). This relative radicalization makes them particularly appropriate for a study of the contact hypothesis. There is also an advantage to focusing on a relatively homogenous student population in cross-sectional analyses, as it significantly reduces a possible bias caused by not controlling for many unobserved characteristics-for instance, differences in exposure to interreligious contact, which are likely to affect the contact-attitude relationship, yet cannot be fully observed in the data.
The present study contributes to previous work by examining the relationship between intergroup contact and negative outgroup attitudes among religious minorities and majorities in Indonesia. By focusing on regions where intergroup relations are shaped by religious discrimination and conflict, it contributes to robustness and generalizability of findings and moreover, gives theoretical insights into the contact hypothesis. The present findings indicate that while differences in group size may alter the effectiveness of quantity of contact, highquality contact is equally beneficial for both minorities and majorities in reducing negative outgroup attitudes. What is even more important, high-quality contact is beneficial even in regions where intergroup relations are shaped by intergroup discrimination and violence. Perceived group threat explains some of this quality of contact-attitude relationship, and this mediation is regardless of relative group size and in both geographic regions. Likewise, perceived group discrimination, although an important determinant of negative attitudes on its own, does not affect the relationship between the quantity and quality of contact and negative attitudes, and this is the same in both regions and among Christians and Muslims. 
